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'(bMPTEL COMPETITIVE TELECOMMUNICATIONS ASSOCIATION

Dear Mr. Caton:

GenevIeve Morell
Vice President & General Counsel

No. of Cooies rec~ 0d- (
ListABCOE

OOC"f,i r\lE eop~ OR\G\AA\..
Ir\~\ RECEIVED
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EX PARTE OR LATE FILED

March 17, 1994

Today Genevieve Morelli, James M. Smith, and Brad
Mutschelknaus, representing the Competitive Telecommunications
Association ("CompTel"), met with Karen Brinkmann of
Chairman Hundt's office to discuss the above-captioned
proceeding. A copy of the materials discussed during this
meeting is attached.

William F. Caton
Acting Secretary
Federal Communications Commission
1919 M St., N. W.
Room 222
Washington, D.C. 20554

Please direct any questions concerning this letter to the
undersigned.

cc: Karen Brinkmann

1140 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. • Suite 220 • Washington, D. C. 20036 • Phone: (202) 296-6650 • Fax: (202) 296-7585
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CompTeI
March 17, 1994

o HOW MUCH WILL IT COST CONSUMERS?

CompTeI eetlmates $1.5 to $2 billion plus annual operational costs

LECs estimate over $1 billion plus annual operational costs

Mel clairna LEC estimates are -eXCIIllve by over 40 percent" •• yet it
relies on LECs for support of its position on BPP ~ QI!1!, 12123193).

Frost I SuHivan Market Research estimates 63¢ per telephone call
affected by BPP

(Mel deputes Frost I Sullivan flndng8 baled on claims that (1) F&S
should h.. Included 2 bIIIon more calli 81 -benefttted" by BPP, even
though thM8 caI1s .Dm! r88Ch the c.ller's carrier of chofce 1IIbIt.Il BPP;
(2) FIS should have relied on Mel cost estimates rather than thole of
LECs - the entities who will incur and MS81S those costs; and (3) FIS
was wrong to MlUme that premiles and payphone owners will find other
ways to recover commission revenues they would lose under BPP)

o WHO SUPPORTS BPP?

Primarily the natIon8llXCa who "Mon they can strip market share from
AT&T IDd nIgionai IXCIIOSPa (becaI" nationwide presubecripllon will
naturally favor nationwide over NIIonelly-b88ed IXCs), and a dWn"lCllng
number of LECs who will get .. expended monopoly and subetantiaI
proal.lng fee on fINery call. Some supporting IXCs also oppoee 0+
balloting. too expensive, Inst_ advocate mere assignment (to them)
based on 1+ decisions of UMIS. Mel and Sprint stand to gain an
estimated $1.3 billion a year from competitors If BPP Is Implemented.

l.argeIt IXC (AT&T) and nearfy all smaller IXes (CompTeQ rene
BPP. CompTel be118Y88 neIIonat pr88Ubeoription under BfIP would
virtulllly preclude 0+ compdon opportunity for regionally-based
IXCs, and ollgopollze 0+ long-distance calling.

CAPs (ALTS, MFS, TCG) "... BPP: would Impede development
of competition for local acel. services, would preclUde alternatives
to LECs for 0+ calls ~ a:1i 1/10194)
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c:'~ators, inet..... hoteVmotels, payphone providers,
u and ......... oppoae BPP because It renders
Obloll. their r80lnt unblocldng investments and/or deni. them
compensation for use of their facilities.

The author of landmark 1110 legillation to remedy problema with
and teirty regulate 0+ caIIng. Rep. Jim Cooper. OQDCIIII BPP. as
do meny other Members of Congress (Jetter from 11 Members of
eo....,.. to Acting Chairman Quello. 11/19/93; ietter from Rep.
Jack fields. 11/4193: letter from 6 Senators. 10125193)

LEOs?

Bell AttanUc -- which pI8pOIed BPP In the first place - now
ap,••, 8PP bec8t.. of Ita high COlt and in recognition of the fact
that It II a -problem- tt8 ". been largely soJv8d by intervening
events (ps_age of T~ne Operator Consumer services
Improvement Pet of 1910, mandatory 10XXX unblocking. FCC rate
Inv8ltigatlons. branclng/8lgnage. consumer awareness)

NYNEX and BellSouth 0Ap0I8 BPP

~em Bell. GTE n Amerltech favor BPP .QEIIx under
d8Ined ch'curnstarlC*. IncIucIng the abe8nce of 14-d1git ICrNning.
whictt SprInt Insilts upon. (see Amerttech I!.... 913193). "GTE
e..na...1ts decision to .......ppod for BPfYif either 14-dg1t
screening or mandated joint cards are Incorporated as a BPP
requirement: (GTEI!'" 219194). -SWBT Is oDQOMd, to BPP
if ordered In a manner-Clltl8rent than the positions proposed by
swsr II£., 14-dg1t 8CM8nlng; dillgreement with MOl over COlt
recovery]. -Actual BPP consumer and competitive benefits versus
Implementation intervals. IXC perticipation and costs should drive
this deci8Ion: (SWBT J! ad!.. 1/27194)

Pacific Bell supporlS BPP. but with a major equivocation (IX"
12M3. p. 19: -BPP Alternative... If for any reason BPPS cost
benefit were to shift. the FCC should reconsider 0+ public domain
as an alternative-).

No LEC unequivocally supports BPP

o WHY BPP NOW?

o As 80C interLATA entry gets serious consideration. BPP would
make operator proceeeing a new LEC monopoly. perpetuate
intnILATA monopoly, freeze out competing credit cam issuers. and
eliminate many existing 0+ IXCs. Is this the way to expand
competition through BOC entry?


